The London-Lund corpus is a collection of spontaneous conversations between educated adult native speakers of British English. Some of the speakers knew they were being recorded, others did not. The corpus comprises 34 texts, each of which contains 5,000 words spoken by people who were being recorded without their knowledge, together with a variable amount of material by speakers who did know of the recording (always considerably less than 5,000 words). The 34 texts have been selected from a larger set collected in the Survey of English Usage, which has been based at University College, London, since 1960, under the directorship of Randolph Quirk. In that survey, primary attention has focused on the speech of those who were unaware of the recording. However, for the purposes of the present paper, no distinction has been made between speakers of the two kinds, because none of them realised that their speech was going to be analysed for errors. Reference to the list of errors and the transcriptions of the texts can readily resolve the question of whether the person who produced a particular error did or did not know that a tape was being made.
The transcription of the corpus is widely available in two forms, as a book (Svartvik and Quirk, 1980) , and as a machine-readable tape.
1 For the most part, an orthographic representation has been used, with additional symbols and conventions to represent prosodic and paralinguistic features. Phonetic transcription has been used where non-words were spoken. This paper presents a list of the speech errors which can be detected with reasonable certainty in the corpus. In most studies of speech errors speakers have been consulted about what they intended to say. Such consultations have obviously been impossible in the present study. However, the study does have the major advantage of allowing a reasonable estimate to be made of the frequency of speech errors in spontaneous speech. Previous collections of speech errors have not been systematic; the errors have been collected as and when they have been noticed. In any case, asking people what they intended to say inevitably disrupts the flow of conversation. For these reasons other collections of errors (e.g. Meringer and Mayer, 1895/1978; Fromkin, 1973) do not allow estimates of frequency to be made.
Only unintentional slips of the tongue have been included in the list of errors. A number of other phenomena have been specifically excluded. False starts are numerous throughout the corpus, but these are interpreted as deliberate changes of plan, which reflect quite different psychological processes from slips of the tongue. Similarly, hesitations and repetitions are phenomena of a completely different kind from exchanges, blends and the other kinds of error listed here. Infelicities of expression are also excluded, for the same reason (see Brown, 1980) . One class of omission from our list does call for some comment -that of prosodic errors. These have been left out largely because intuitions about such errors are not very clear, unless they are actually corrected by the speaker (Cutler, 1980) . Furthermore, they are very difficult to find in the printed version of the corpus without a great deal of work. The original audio tapes, which would have made the search much easier, have not been made available (Svartvik and Quirk, 1980: 26) .
There can be no pretence that all slips of the tongue in the corpus have been listed. Thus the estimate of the frequency of speech errors in conversation is a conservative one. A number of factors have prevented a complete listing from being made.
1. At some points the transcribers were uncertain about the wording. In the book, these pieces of text are enclosed in double angle brackets, « ». Sometimes a slip of the tongue appears inside such brackets. For example, in S.I.6 TU1106 2 there is an apparent error, where the speaker says ((inonicaiyy canonic. However, as the inonical is uncertain, no error has been recorded. Similarly, possible errors in the rest of the text were not recorded if they depended on these uncertain pieces of text. In S.I.7 TU493/4 one speaker comments it's ((startingyy to rain, and another responds has it, apparently producing a tag error. However, if the uncertain starting had been started, or had been so unclear that the second speaker could have taken it to be started, then no unintentional slip of the tongue has occurred. The search for the errors proceeded as follows. The texts were printed out from the computer tape. Each text was read by one of the authors, who, using very liberal criteria, marked every potential error. Then three or four of the authors met together to discuss each of these errors to decide if there was a plausible alternative explanation of the item, for example as a false start. Those items which were judged to be genuine slips of the tongue were provisionally classified. Any remaining conflicts about the errors were resolved in further discussions when the final list was drawn up.
The errors have been assigned to four main categories, depending upon the kind of linguistic unit involved.
1. Segment errors are those involving phonemes or phonological features.
2. Syllable errors have been grouped with morphological errors involving grammatical morphemes, such as tense and number.
3. Word errors may involve the substitution of either a semantically or a phonologically similar word. The latter kind of error is a malapropism. Among function words the chief errors are substitution of one pronoun for another, or one preposition for another.
4. Errors involving larger units were mainly blends of phrases. Tag errors -choice of the wrong tag in a tag question -have also been included in this category.
In the absence of speakers' comments, the simplest interpretation of each error has been chosen. For example, a fairly large number of errors have been classified as anticipations of initial phonemes. However, the occurrence of the initial phoneme of a later word could be the result of a number of different kinds of error. The speaker may, for example, have anticipated the whole word, or have been about to produce a spoonerism. Once a mistake has been detected, the following material can be suppressed, producing what looks like a simple segment anticipation.
Within each group the errors are further subcategorised, where possible, on the basis of the following seven-way classification: anticipation, perseveration, omission, addition, exchange, substitution, blend. Some standard terms from the speech error literature have been retained for specific kinds of error, for example, malapropism and haplology. Table 1 gives the number of errors of each type in the corpus. 
